Perception of Cambridge A-level Students with Respect to their Technology Engagement  by Ravichandran, Purushothaman
 Procedia - Social and Behavioral Sciences  123 ( 2014 )  28 – 34 
1877-0428 © 2013 The Authors. Published by Elsevier Ltd. 




Perception of Cambridge A-Level students with respect to their 
technology engagement 
Dr.Purushothaman Ravichandran* 
Kolej Yayasan UEM, Lemabah Beringin, Perak 
 
Abstract 
This research is an attempt to capture students’ technology engagement that fosters meaningful learning among students of 
Cambridge A-Level programs at KolejYayasan UEM (KYUEM), Malaysia. Three hundred and ninety students were asked to 
answer an online questionnaire, which was designed using Google docs and the results generated were further analysed using 
SPSS 11.5. The hypothetical testing showed no significant difference in the usage of computers in leisure activities, such as 
Facebook, blogging, electronic mail and internet browsing at home and in college. Further, results showed that majority of the 
students make good use of the internet and electronic mail facilities at college. However, the proportion of students who agreed 
or disagreed that computers were accessible to them whenever needed within the college campus was observably equal. 
© 2013 The Authors. Published by Elsevier Ltd. 
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1.  Background 
 
This study examines the perceptions and preparedness of A-Level students at KolejYaysan UEM, Malaysia, by 
capturing the students’ engagement with technology in their learning activities. Extensive published evidence affirm 
that engagement and motivation are critical elements in student success and learning. Researchers agree that 
engaged students learn more, retain more, and enjoy learning activities more than students who are not engaged 
(Dowson and McInerney, 2001; Hancock and Betts, 2002; Lumsden, 1994). Many school-level studies have 
identified higher levels of student engagement as important predictors of scores on standardized achievement tests, 
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classroom learning and grades, and student persistence (National Research Council, 2000). Therefore, based on 
these research notions, students’ technology engagement is conclusively defined as the level of students’ technology 
ability that foster students’ participation and intrinsic interest in their meaningful learning activities within a school 
environment. Thus, a conceptual model design of students’ technology engagement in the context of this study is 


























Fig. 1. Conceptual model design of students’ technology engagement 
 
2.  Literature Review 
 
2.1. Students’ technology engagement and learning environment 
 
Student engagement is an important factor for student motivation during their learning process. The more 
students are motivated to learn, the more likely it is that they will be successful in their efforts. Many factors 
influence student motivation. These include teacher motivation, pedagogical strategies, availability of learning tools, 
technology support and good learning environment. However, to sustain such motivation gained by the students, it is 
important that the school environment in which their learning process evolves be in line with that of the students’ 
expectation. Therefore, it is mandatory for each student to get such support from the school where his learning 
begins to emerge.  The most common forms of engagement by Australian children have been found to be electronic 
mail and information searches (Aisbett, 2001). Similarly, Livingstone, &Bober (2004) reported United Kingdom 
youth (9 to 19 year olds) as using the internet to communicate, for peer-to-peer interaction and to seek information. 
Also, a report published by the National School Board Association (2007) found that 96 percent of youth in this age 
range have used social networking tools at some time, with their average engagement with them rivaling time spent 
watching TV at 9 hours a week. Yet perhaps the most stunning statistic of their study is that the topic of most 
conversation at these sites is education—60percent of the students’ surveys said they use the sites to talk about 
education topics and more than 50 percent use it to talk about specific schoolwork. In yet another research 
conducted by Look (2005), a review of 219 studies on the use of technology in education consistently found that 
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students in technology rich environments experienced positive effects on achievement in all subject areas. Thus, this 
study attempts to find student’s technology engagement that foster student’s participation and intrinsic interest in 
their meaningful learning activities within the school environment. 
 
3.  Research Methodology 
 
Since this study used quantitative research design, the study is descriptive and sets out to describe behaviour by 
measuring certain variables. Previous research questionnaires that had been used to capture students/teachers 
perception of technology usage in the college were compared with some of the universally accepted research 
questionnaires, such as Becta, to finalize the final version of the questionnaires used in this study. The data obtained 
from the respondents of online questionnaire was then analyzed using the SPSS version 11.5.  
 
4.  Population and Sampling Technique 
 
The surveyed population in this study consisted of all students undergoing their A-Levels at a residential college 
in Malaysia. A total of 390 students were asked to respond to an online questionnaire. Hence, purposive sampling 
method was used, as it is a sampling method in which elements are chosen based on purpose of the study. Also, 
purposive sampling may involve studying the entire population of some limited group. Thus, all the first year and 
the second year students of A-Levels at KolejYaysan UEM, Malaysia were involved in this study. 
 
5.  Research Instrument 
 
Although 4 different questionnaires were used among 4 different groups, in the context of this study, this article 
would focus on the information gathered from students’ questionnaire only. The Students’ questionnaire consisted 
of 11 main questions, which had sub-level options, and one open-end question. Likert rating scales with five levels 
were used with options ranging from the extent to which a person strongly disagrees to agrees with the question. The 
questions for students focused on (1) student perceptions of the frequency with which specific technologies are used 
in their learning activities and (2) student perceptions of the impact of technology on their learning activities. Thus, 
the data captured from the respondents of online questionnaire would serve as one of the benchmarks for 
implementing an ICT strategic planning process for the college. Further, this would also enable the college to 
prioritize efforts needed to establish a technology-based learning system that would be appropriate for the 
pedagogical community.   
 
6.  Research Questions 
 
The main research question for this study is to investigate how far the present student community is able to 
engage in meaningful learning with the current level of technological supports provided by the college.  From this 
main question emerged the following sub-questions: 
 
x Is there any difference between students’ perception of using computers and its influence on their learning 
activities in college?  
x Is there any difference between students’ perception of using computers for learning activities in college and its 
use at home?  
x Is there any difference in students’ perception of using computers in college with respect to gender? 
 
6.1. Engagement of students in different computer related learning activities at KYUEM 
 
Table 1 summarizes the usage of different computer applications/activities that students are engaged in while 
they are at KYUEM. The results shows that more than 50% of the students use computers at KYUEM mainly to 
browse the internet, to check their e-mails, to find information on Wikipedia, to access their facebook accounts and 
to make Word documents/PowerPoint presentations/Excel spread sheets. Further, it was observed that the usage of 
Microsoft word, PowerPoint, Blogging and Bing was slightly higher among the female students. On the other hand, 
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it was observed that there was slightly higher participation of male students in usage of internet, e-mails, Wikipedia, 
Facebook, Excel, online project collaboration, digital photography/film making and database usage. Table 3 presents 
data on the involvement of students in different activities while they use computers at KYUEM. 
 
Table 1. Common usage of computers at KYUEM 
Male Female Overall 
www 96.80% 95.90% 96.30% 
Email 95.20% 94.60% 94.90% 
Wikipedia 94.40% 93.90% 94.10% 
Face book 95.20% 91.20% 93.00% 
Microsoft Word 91.20% 92.60% 91.90% 
Others 78.40% 86.50% 82.80% 
Power point 80.80% 83.10% 82.10% 
Excel 55.20% 54.10% 54.60% 
Blogging 46.40% 48.00% 47.30% 
Online collaboration project 46.40% 41.20% 43.60% 
Digital photography 45.60% 36.50% 40.70% 
Database 39.20% 38.50% 38.80% 
Bing 29.60% 33.80% 31.90% 
Digital film making 34.40% 27.70% 30.80% 
 
7.  Hypothesis Testing  
 
7.1. Students’ perception of using computers and its influence on their learning activities 
 
Table 2 shows the proportion of students who support, reject and who are unable to comment on the idea that the 
use of computers has improved/influenced their learning activities. It was observed that the majority of students 
(those who agreed) significantly support the idea that computers are essential in their learning process and helps 
them improve their learning activities by making it more engaging and interesting. Further, it was observed that 
close to one-fifth of the students disagreed that they make good use of email and internet at home, however this 
proportion was significantly less than the proportion of students who agreed that students make good use of emails 
and internet at KYUEM. Lastly, 50% of the students agreed that they usually get access to computers at KYUEM 
whenever they need to compared to 45% of the students who disagreed that they usually get access to computers 
whenever they need to. However, the difference in the proportion of users who agree and disagree on the 
accessibility of computers was not statistically significant. Thus, we conclude that computers are essential in 
learning process, improves learning process by making it more interesting. Also, majority of the students make good 
use of internet and e-mail facility. However, the proportion of students who agreed or disagreed that computers were 
accessible to them whenever needed was observably equal. 
 
Table 2. Students’ perception of using computers and its influence on their learning activities 











It is essential that I use 
computers in my learning. 
95.24% 2.56% 2.20% 21.66 <0.0001 
Using computers at KYUEM 
improves my learning. 
91.58% 4.03% 4.39% 20.48 <0.0001 
When I use computers at 
KYUEM, learning is more 
interesting. 
90.48% 5.49% 4.03% 19.87 
 
<0.0001 
I make good use of e-mail 
facility at KYUEM. 
79.85% 15.75% 4.40% 14.99 <0.0001 
I make good use of the internet 
at KYUEM. 
 
87.55% 9.89% 2.56% 18.15 <0.0001 
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I usually get access to 
computers at KYUEM 
whenever I need to. 
50.18% 45.05% 4.77% 1.20 0.2303 
 
7.2. Students’ perception of using computers for learning activities in college and its usage at home 
 
Table 3 shows the usage of different computer related learning activities for students at home and at KYUEM. 
The results indicate that the usage of activities involving word processing was significantly higher at KYUEM 
compared to usage at home. Similarly, the usage of activities involving ‘online collaboration’, ‘digital photography’, 
‘digital filmography’ and ‘other activities’ was higher at KYUEM compared to usage at home. On the other hand, 
there was no significant difference in the usage of computers in learning activities of students involving 
‘PowerPoint’, ‘www’, ’email’, ‘blogging’ and ‘facebook’ among students at home and KYUEM. Thus, we conclude 
that usage of academic related activities such as word processing, online collaboration, digital photography, digital 
filmography, and ‘others’ is more predominant at KYUEM. However, there was no significant difference in the 
usage of computers in leisure activities such as facebook, blogging, email and internet browsing at home and at 
KYUEM. 
 






proportion Z-Value p-value 
Word processing** 91.94% 84.98% 2.55 0.0109 
PowerPoint 82.05% 78.39% 1.07 0.2827 
WWW 96.34% 93.77% 1.38 0.1670 
Online collaboration** 43.59% 25.27% 4.50 <0.0001 
Digital photography** 40.66% 32.23% 2.05 0.0408 
Digital filmography** 30.77% 17.58% 3.60 0.0003 
Email 94.87% 92.31% 1.22 0.2213 
Blogging 47.25% 42.12% 1.21 0.2282 
Facebook 93.04% 89.01% 1.65 0.0995 
Others** 82.78% 68.13% 3.98 <0.0001 
 
7.3. Student’s perception of using computers in college with respect to gender 
 
The proportion of male and female students involved in different computer related learning activities is summarized 
in Table 4. The results indicate that the proportion of male and female students engaged in different learning 
activities involving computers at KYUEM do not differ significantly. Thus, we conclude that there is no difference 
in the proportion of male and female students engaged in different learning activities involving computers at 
KYUEM. 
 
Table 4. Students’ perception of using computers for learning activities in college with respect to gender 
 Male Female Z-value p-value 
Microsoft Word 91.20% 92.57% -0.41 0.6792 
Excel 55.20% 54.05% 0.19 0.8497 
PowerPoint 80.80% 83.11% -0.50 0.6205 
Database 39.20% 38.51% 0.12 0.9077 
E-mail 95.20% 94.59% 0.23 0.8212 
WWW 96.80% 95.95% 0.37 0.7082 
Online Collaboration  46.40% 41.22% 0.86 0.3895 
Digital Photography 45.60% 36.49% 1.53 0.1267 
Digital Film making 34.40% 27.70% 1.19 0.2323 
Blogging 46.40% 47.97% -0.26 0.7954 
Facebook 95.20% 91.22% 1.29 0.1975 
Wiki 94.40% 93.92% 0.17 0.8661 
Bing 29.60% 33.78% -0.74 0.4598 
33 Purushothaman Ravichandran /  Procedia - Social and Behavioral Sciences  123 ( 2014 )  28 – 34 
Others 78.40% 86.49% -1.76 0.0779 
8.  Conclusion 
 
Majority of the students make good use of internet and e-mail facility. However, the proportion of students who 
agreed or disagreed that computers were accessible to them whenever needed was observably equal. Further, the 
difference in the proportion of users who agree and disagree on the accessibility of computers at KYUEM was not 
statistically significant. On the other hand, there was no significant difference in the usage of computers in learning 
activities of students involving ‘PowerPoint’, ‘www’, ’email’, ‘blogging’ and ‘facebook’ among students at home 
and KYUEM. The proportion of male and female students involved in different computer related learning activities 
had no difference at KYUEM. Although, digital skills divide into very different sub-skills of which only some are 
important and used in school.  What seems to be confirming from the results is that the students’ informal learning 
of ICT and experiences in using ICT are far more attractive than the school can typically offer. It is therefore high 
time for the staff and management to invest more time and resources that can provide more meaningful technology 
engagement amongst the students of KYUEM. 
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